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REMARKS 

Claims 1-17, 21, 22, 24, 25, 30, 31 and 39-42 are presented for consideration, with 
Claims 1, 15, 21, 22, 24, 25, 30 and 31 being independent. Claim 1 has been amended to correct 
a typographical error. Claim 42, which was dependent on cancelled Claim 35, is cancelled. No 
new matter has been added. 

Claims 1-17, 21, 22, 24, 25, 30, 31 and 39-42 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as 
allegedly being anticipated by Adobe PDF 1.4 Specification (Adobe). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites a computer-implemented method of representing an amount of image 
color in a composite image. The method includes the steps of generating at least one additional 
opacity channel for use in creating the composite image, compositing at least one graphical 
object having object color and object opacity, with an image having image opacity and the image 
color, to create the composite image, the composite image having composite image color and 
composite image opacity, the composite image color and composite image opacity being derived 
from one or more of the object color, the object opacity, the image color and the image opacity, 
and compositing the object opacity with the additional opacity channel to update the additional 
opacity channel. The updated additional opacity channel represent a an amount of the image 
color remaining in the composite image following the compositing of the at least one graphical 
object with the image. The method also includes a step of storing at least the updated additional 
opacity channel in a computer-readable memory. The steps are performed on a processor. 

The Office Action relies on Chapter 7, entitled "Transparency," of Adobe to teach, 
inter alia, compositing the object opacity with the additional opacity channel to update the 
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additional opacity channel, as set forth in Claim 1 . The updated additional opacity channel 
represents an amount of the image color remaining in the composite image following the 
compositing of the at least one graphical object with the image. 

In the Office Action, it appears that the "additional opacity channel" of the present 
invention later updated to be the "updated additional opacity channel" is asserted to be equivalent 
to q/qj. Adobe defines q,. to be the "result opacity" (see table 7.5 on page 423 and definition on 
page 424, the union of the backdrop and source opacity weighted by their respective shapes) and 
qj is defined to be the "result opacity after compositing object i" (see table 7.6 on page 427). The 
"result opacity after compositing object i" (q^) is a notation convention used for distinguishing 
the result opacity when calculated from multiple objects, according to the object's position in the 
transparency stack, from result opacity q, . See page 426 of Adobe . 

The Office Action does not indicate where the Examiner finds support for the citation 
to the q/qj equation in Adobe , much less that assertion that qjq^ represents the amount of image 
color remaining following the composition of the object and the image. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner provide appropriate support for the citation to the qjq^ 
equation. 

Applicant submits that Adobe does not teach or suggest the "updated additional 
opacity channel" as recited in the independent claims. As recited in lines 1 1-13 of Claim 1, the 
updated additional opacity channel is represents "an amount of the image color remaining in the 
composite image following the compositing of the at least one graphical object with the image." 
As such, the updated additional opacity channel should represent the amount of the image color 
remaining. By contrast, the resultant opacities q^ and qj in Adobe represent the final opacity of a 
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composited image. Neither indicates what amount of the image color remains after the 
compositing of the at least one graphical object with the image. 

Applicant would like to explain the difference between the claimed feature and the 
resultant opacities and qj of Adobe by using a specific example. 

An original image composited using the technique of Adobe has an opacity of q^ set to 
100%, representing a fully opaque image. If an object having an opacity of 50%, is composited 
over the original image the resultant opacity q^ will be 100%. The resulting composited image 
will include a contribution of the original image, as well a contribution from the object, as the 
object was partly transparent. 

If the opacity of the object to be composited over the original image is made 100% 
(fully opaque), q, will still be 100%. The original image, however, will then be completely 
obscured by the fully opaque object, and will not contribute to the final image. As this example 
shows, q^. and have no relation to the amount of image color remaining in the composited 
image. 

The equation qjq^ also cannot be correctly equated to the additional opacity channel 
because Adobe does not have enough opacity channels to teach or suggest the features of the 
presently claimed invention. In Adobe, both q^ and qj are resultant opacities, were one is the 
result for an object, while the other is the overall result. 

On the other hand, the presently claimed invention, as recited in Claim 1, already has a 
resulting opacity from a compositing operation. Object opacity and image opacity are combined 
to determine a composite image opacity. The composite image opacity, however, is not the same 
as the updated additional opacity, as the additional opacity channel represents an amount of the 
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image colour remaining in the composite image, following the compositing. This effectively 
determines the amount of the original image that remains in the composite image. 

On pages 3 and 4 of the Office Action, reference is made to "color compositing" on 
page 419 of Adobe , as well as opacity compositing on page 423, as teaching the "compositing at 
least one graphical object" step of claim 1. Those specific sections of Adobe deal with 
determining the resultant values, such as q,. on page 423. The Office Action appears to assert 
to be equivalent to the additional opacity channel (as discussed above). However, as the 
additional opacity channel is not a resultant value, it follows that the interpretation contained in 
the Office Action regarding qj. is inconsistent. In view of this inconsistent interpretation, Adobe 
cannot anticipate the claimed invention. 

If the present interpretation of Adobe and rejection in view Adobe are to be 
maintained, Applicant respectfully requests that any further Office Action clarify how opacity 
channels defined in the Adobe specification relate to the specific opacity channels defined in the 
presently claimed invention. 

It is submitted, therefore, that Adobe fails to teach or suggest at least the steps of 
generating at least one additional opacity channel and compositing the object opacity with the 
additional opacity channel to create an updated opacity channel as set forth in Claim 1 of 
Applicant's invention. 

The remaining independent claims, i.e.. Claims 15, 21, 22, 24, 25, 30 and 31, can also 
be distinguished over Adobe for at least the same reasons. These claims include use of an 
additional opacity channel and composite the object opacity with the additional opacity channel 
to create an updated opacity channel, with the updated opacity channel representing an amount of 
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the original image color remaining in the composite image following the composite of the at least 
one graphical object with the image. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that Adobe fails to teach or suggest Applicant's invention 
as set forth in Applicant's claimed invention. Therefore, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) are respectfully requested. 

Thus, it is submitted that Applicant's invention as set forth in independent Claims 1, 

15, 21, 22, 24, 25, 30 and 31 is patentable over the cited art. In addition, dependent Claims 2-14, 

16, 17 and 39-41 set forth additional features of Applicant's invention. Independent 
consideration of the dependent claims is respectfully requested. 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration and allowance of this application are deemed 
to be in order and such action is respectfully requested. 



- 16- 



Appln.No.: 10/525,417 



Applicant's undersigned attorney may be reached in our Washington, D.C. office by 
telephone at (202) 530-1010. All correspondence should continue to be directed to our below- 
listed address. 

Respectfully submitted, 
/Lawrence A. Stahl/ 

Lawrence A. Stahl 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 30,110 
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